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RELIGIOUS COERCION TRAVANCORE 


From a correspondent in Mavelikara 

Ox Good Friday, April 7, three members* of the continuing 
Anglican congregation otfered “ satyagraha’’ at the main door 
of the century-old Anglican Christ Church, Mavelikara. 

This was the sequel to the banning of the Passion Week 
Church services of the continuing Anglicans by the police as the ~ 
result of a complaint made by the C S.L. incumbent on Sunday, 
April 2. Subsequently the continuing Anglicans also lodged a 
pe tition aid represented their grievances. But the police upheld 
the plea that the continuing Anglicans could not use}the church 
for worship except with the consent of the C.S.I. Bishop. They 
were also warned that they would be liable to arrest and prosecition 
if they. entered the church for worship. . | 

The continuing Anglicans had no other alternative but to 
offer *‘ satyagraha '' before the church on Good Friday morning. 
On Saturday evening at the instance of prominent leaders of 
other Christian denominations a temporary settlement was 
negotiated by which the continuing Anglicans were assured that 
the church would. be. opened for their worship for that Sunday. 
This condition was accepted as a temporary expedient and the 
satyagraha was called oft at 9 p.m. Negotiations are proceeding. 

[We undefstand that an agreement has since been reached. 


—Ep.] 


THE CHURCH INDIA, BURMA, AND 
CEYLON AND THE CHURCH 
SOUTH 


C.S.I1. REPLY TO THE RESOLUTIONS OF 
THE GENERAL COUNCIL 


THE resolutions of the General Council of the C.I.B.C. con- 
cerning the relationships between themselves and the C.S.I. (re- 
viewed in Faith and Unity, April, 1950) were presented personally 
to the Synod of the C.S.I. by the Lord Bishop of Delhi (the Right 
Reverend A. N. Mukerjee). As these resolutions expressed 
difficulties and emphasized the need for reassurance and safe- 
guards in the accepting of ministers of the C.S.I. in the C.I.B.C., 
it is not unexpected that the C.S.I. Synod should be lukewarm 
in the terms of its reply. It will be remembered that the General 
Council did not treat the C.S.I. as a * whole ”’ at-all but, by the 


segregation of the ministers into “ former Anglicans ’’, ** former 


non-Anglicans "’ and ** those ordained since the inauguration of 
the C.S.1."’, appeared to differentiate between the Church and the 
ministry of that Church. The C.S.1., not forgetting their claim 
to have “ united ”’ the formerly separated bodies, can hardly be 
expected to enthuse over resolutions which make clear that in 
the view of the C.I.B.C. the union is by no means complete. The 
reply of the C.S.1. Synod may be summarized and commented 
upon thus. 


THREE KINDS OF MINISTERS 


1. The Synod expresses a desire for the closest possible fellow- 
ship and the opinion that, in accepting the ** Majority "’ view at 
Lambeth, the C.I.B.C. have laid foundations for this fellowship. 

2. The C.S.I. is always ready to welcome members of the 
C.1.B.C. at the Table of the Lord and longs for the time when the 
C.1.B.C. will welcome C.S.I. members in the same way. Dis- 
cussion with theologians of the C.I.B.C. would be welcomed on 
the basis of the interim statement issued by the C.S.I. in reply 
to the questions raised by the Lambeth Conference and the 
replies to the Joint Committee of the Convocations of Canterbury 
and York. 

3. The Ministry. It is here that the difficulties arise. Practical 
propositions cannot be met by high sounding phrases ** rejoicing ”’ 
in this or that, but necessitate clear replies which can be inter- 
preted by the authorities of the churches concerned and ‘trans- 
lated into action by them. In replying to the arrangements made 
by the C.I.B.C. in the event of C.S.I. presbyters visiting the 
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C.1.B.C., the C.S.1. has to realize that the proposals concern 
individuals and not the ministry of the C.S.I. as such. 

Former Anglican priests returning to the C.1.B.C. (presumably _ 
permanently) are naturally bound by the oath of obedience and 
constitution of the C.I.B.C. When former Anglican priests revisit 
the C.I.B.C. area they are to obtain the permission of the Bishop 
of the diocese concerned before exercising any ministry and must 
limit their sacramental acts to churches under the Bishop's juris- 
diction (i.e., Anglican) and shall also preach only in Anglican 
churches save by the special consent of the Bishop (as according 
to a resolution of 1940). 

-Former non-Anglican ministers: will be as before the inaugura- 
tion. 

Those ordained in the C.S.I. are accepted in the C.1.B.C. sub- 
ject to their making of the usual oath and declarations, the full 
implications of which the Bishop must be satisfied they under- 
stand. These presbyters (and other ordained ministers to whom 
it applies) shall normally only celebrate in Anglican churches save 
in certain exceptional circumstances. 

Thus the C.1.B.C. deals not with the ministry of the C.S.I1. as 
such but with three classes of these ministers treating each as 


‘different from the others. There are ex-Anglicans, ex-non- 


Anglicans, and those of C.S.1. ordination, and conditions for the 
acceptance of each vary as they would in the case of the separate 
(hurches before the union. The C.S.1. Synod is unable to recom- 
mend her presbyters to accept permission to officiate in C.1.B.C. 
churches on these terms. The Free Churches have accepted the 
C.S.I. fully from the beginning; the Anglican Communion has — 
not. The C.S.1. feels that to accept the C.1.B.C. terms with the 
consequent refusal of accepting the proffered hospitality of the 
other parent bodies is not consistent with the obligations of 
fellowship. They also protest that ex- -Anglicans would be under 
restrictions from which other presbyters would be free. 


UNSATISFACTORY DOCTRINE OF THE MINISTRY 


This resolution of the C.1.B.C, and the C.S.I. reply to it are 
really the crux of the problem of the relationship between the 
two bodies. Significantly, when the matter under question is 
one of setting up a committee or of making statements which do 
not necessitate concrete action on a controversial issue, the 
resolutions can be warmly or whole heartedly welcomed. 
Once the two bodies consider the question of the interchange or 
acceptance of the other's ministry negotiations break down. 
This can only be because the C.S.1. doctrine of the ministry 1s 
so unsatisfactory that it is unacceptable to the C.1.B.C. 

- The C.S.I. insists on retaining full communion with the Iree 
Churches, which means that they must be able mutually to 
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accept each other's ministry. The doctrine of the mitistry in’ 


any of the Free Churches is not such as to be acceptable to the 
Churches of the Anglican Communion. If, therefore, the C.S.1. 
ministry is such that the Free Churches can accept it and inreturn 


the Free Church ministries are such that the C.S.1. can accept 


them, the C.S.1. is “ lined up’’ with the Free Churches and ex- 
Anglicans in it are in the position of ex-Anglicans in other Free 
Churches. In this case their ministry must be treated as the 
ministry of the Free Churches, in which case ordination is required 
before ministering in the Anglican Communion. Individual 
Anglican priests who leave the Anglican Communion and later 
return to it are not re-ordained. 5o it is in the case of the ex- 


Anglicans in the C.S.1. The only new situation is concerning. 


those of C.S.1. episcopal ordination. ,.Assuming the matter and 
form of their ordination to be valid they are accepted into the 
Anglican Communion on the terms of returning ex-Anglicans 
and are bound by the constitution of the C.1.B.C., with the 
consequent abandonment of * fellowship ' 
bodies. Perhaps the C.5.I. dislike of this resolution of ;the 
C.1.B.C. is not such as to-cause surprise for, intentionally or not, 
it repudiates the existence of the C.s.l. as a Church with a 
ministry. 
THE CONTINUING ANGLICANS 

A further note ought to be added concerning the resolution 
No. 5 of the C.S.I. Synod in which they applaud the decision of 
the C.I.B.C. not to recognize as continuing Anglicans any who 
renounce their allegiance to the C.S.1. in the future. Caution on 


the part of the C.I.B.C. is essential. They must not appear to 
encourage groups to leave the C.S.1. or they would rightly be 


held as blameworthy. But the issue is not quite so simple as this. - 


Continuing Anglicans are, as their name implies, those who have 
never ceased to be Anglicans. In the case of those who joined 
the C.S.1. these ceased to be Anglicans. They could not, on 
leaving the C.S.1., be continuing Anglicans. What, however, 
is to happen in the case of those, either groups or individuals, 
who in the future for genuinely conscientious reasons feel bound 
to leave the C.S.1. and wish to be accepted within the Anglican 
Communion? The phraseology of this resolution perhaps makes 
their recognition possible. They will not be * continuing ’’ Angli- 
cans but returning or newly converted Anglicans. Can 
the C.I.B.C. recognize them as such and minister to them, or 
has the C.1I.B.C. renounced for ever every person in South India 
who either entered the C.S.I. or was not fortunate enough to live 
in a district such as Nandyal where there were so many con- 
vinced Anglicans that they were able to withstand the pressure 
put upon them to join the union ? 


BERNARD P. BURNETT. 


‘with the other parent ~~ 


SS 


~-ROME_AND REUNION 


ly will be useful first to summarize the seven points of the 
recent Vatiean instruction to ordinaries with regard to reunion. 

They are as follows:— 

F Bishops ought to give special care and attention to the 
work of reunion and ‘give it prudent encouragement and 
direction "’. 

2. Bishops “ should be on their guard against those who 
under false pretexts stress the points in which we agree rather 
than those on which we disagree. . . . Catholic teaching is to be 
set forth and explained whole and entire and none of its truths 
must be passed over in silence or cloaked in ambiguity, for 
example,.the truths concerning the nature and means of salvation, 
the constitution of the Church, and the Roman Pontift’s primacy 
of jurisdiction and the certainty that true reunion can only 
come about by the return of dissidents to the one true Church of 
Christ. Non-Catholics-. . . must not be given the impression 
that by their return they are contributing to the Church some: 
thing essential which formerly she lacked. All this must be 
stated clearly and openly since they are seeking: the truth and 
real union will never be found outside that truth "’ 

3. ° Mixed gatherings and conferences of Catholics and non- 
Catholics .. . call for exceptional vigilance and control ’’ since 
“there is a real danger that the Catholic participants may 

become tainted with indifferentism.” Only priests of proved 
litness are to take part in discussions between theologians. 

4. “ Gatherings at which Catholics and non-Catholics under- 
take to meet as equals and discuss matters of faith and morals, 
each one putting forward the teaching proper to his creed, are 
not absolutely forbidden but they: may only be held with the 
approval of the competent ecclesiastical authority.” 

5. ° Although every sort of communicatio in sacris is to be 
avoided at all such conferences and meetings, it is not forbidden 
to Open and close these gatherings with the common recitation 
of the Lord's Prayer or some other prayer approved by the 
Catholic Chureh.”’ 

6. It may be opportune or even necessary to provide organiza- 


_ tion to Supervise and direct these activities. 


7. ‘ Religious superiors must be watchful, and secure from 
their subjects strict and loyal obedience to the injunctions of 
the Holy See and all local ordinaries.”’ 


PRESS COMMENT 


The Church Times (March 3) comments that ** Christians out- 
side the Roman Communion . . . must emphatically welcome this 
document ’’, which ** seems to be the beginning of a new tolerance 
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and Sympathy towards Christians outside the Roman Com- 
munion ’’, and “ one of the earliest fruits ’’ of a “* tendency, to- 
wards internationalization ’’ of Vatican personnel, *‘ The College 
of Cardinals,’’ it points out, ‘‘ once dominated by Italians, now 
includes thirty- ‘four foreigners as compared with only twenty 
Italian cardinals.” 

The Living Church (February 19) somewhat sceptically reported 
that in the previous week “ a thin crack appeared in the wall of 
isolation with which the Roman Catholic Church has surrounded 
itself for several hundred years. . . . The impelling force in the 
new development is undoubtedly neither theological change nor 
a new burst of brotherly love, but rather political necessity— 
yet in that necessity one*May see God's providence at work.”’ 

Three weeks later, however (March 12) it gave a rather more 
cordial welcome to the statement, saying: * We do not think 
the papal gesture, whatever its motivating reason, should be 
ignored. We hope the World Council of Churches will renew 


its invitation to the Church of Rome to participate in the 


ecumenical movement. . And we hope the Anglican Com- 
munion, under the leadership of the Archbishop of Canterbury, 
will endeavour to initiate new conversations . . . like those at 
Malines.: . . Of course we may get the door slammed in our face 


again, but it ’s worth trying, for there can be no genuine ecu- 


menicity without the Church of Rome as well as the Eastern 
Orthodox, Anglican, and Protestant Churches.” 
What prospect is there that these — may be realize di? 


CHURCH COMMENT 


Dr. Visser 't Hooft, General Secretary of the World Council of 
Churches, said some time ago (Faith and Unity, November, 1949) 


that “in his opinion, contacts and deliberations with the Roman 


Catholic Church did belong organically to the very scope of the 
Ecumenical endeavour’’. In a comment “ of a personal and 
unofficial character ”’ on this new document, he said that ** the 
very fact that such a document is issued at all is a clear indication 
that the Ecumenical Movement has begun to make its influence 
_ felt among the clergy and laity of the Roman Catholic Church. 
We can only rejoice that such is the case.’’ He regrets, however, 
that meetings between Roman Catholics and others which have 
hitherto been * of an informal character . . . will henceforth have 
to be directed and supervised by the hierarchy. Thus they will 
lose that informal and. spontaneous character, on which much 
of their value depended. There will be less room for the pioneers.” 
The permission to pray together “‘ is a step forward ”’ 

The Archbishop of Canterbury has commented in a 1 way which 
suggests that there is little prospect of that leadership for which 
The Living Church expressed a hope. He admits that the per- 
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mission for the use of the Lord’s Prayer at meetings “ certainly 
removes what has been to us a very considerable stumbling- 
block ’’. But, like Dr. Visser 't Hooft, he regrets the loss of 
informality, and thinks the Vatican “ has discouraged rather 
than encouraged those who have been taking part in many places 
in friendly and informal discussions which were all the more frank 
and useful for being unofficial ’’. 

With regard to the prospects of reunion, he said: “ In the 
document, when the word ‘ reunion ’ is used, it is always put in 
inverted commas. I am glad of that. Indeed I would suggest, 
as regards any discussion with Rome, the word ‘ reunion ’ should 
not be used at all: for as this document makes clear, to the 


‘Roman Church reunion means nothing but submission . . . to the 


jurisdiction of the Pope. But since we, have no thought or 
intention of reunion on such terms and mean something quite 
different by ‘ reunion ‘, the word is better not used in this con- 
text.’’ And again, * It will take very many years before on the 
side of the Roman Catholic Church and on ours, there has been 
such a degree of reassessment as to the meaning of the Kingship 
of Christ in His Church as to make discussion of reunion possible.”’ 
-The Archbishop of York is no more hopeful. ‘ The recent 
instructions issued by Rome,” he says, ** will cause great dis- 
appointment to those who are working for Christian unity. They 


_are restrictive rather than permissive. They assume that sub- 


mission to Rome is the only reunion which the Roman Church 
can contemplate. . . . If Anglicans join in conference with Roman 
Catholics, they should be well grounded in the claims of their 
Church and prepared to assert them without compromise or 
apology.”’ Is not this last sentence, we may ask, equally true 
of those who join in conference with Protestants ?. .Why should’ 
it be emphasized in one case and not in the other ? i 


~ The Bishop of Chichester comments with warmer charity. 


The document, he says, “ represents a remarkable change from — 
the previous official attitude of the Roman Catholic Church to 
formal discussions. ... I greatly hope that . . . a real step forward 


be taken.” 


RoMAN CATHOLIC COMMENT 


- Dom Bede Winslow, O.S.B., speaking at a mixed meeting at 
Canterbury, over which the Archbishop of Canterbury presided, 
welcomed the document and said it meant that all bishops were 
now called upon to take an interest in that work, whereas before 
it had been the concern of only a few. It meant that the Church 
of Rome as a whole was facing the problem of reunion. “ This 
tremendous thing means that the whole m machinery of the Roman 
Communion has been put into another gear. 

Mr. Robert Sencourt, writing to the Church Times (March 17). 
with reference to the prin of Canterbury's comments, 
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says that when the Vatican pronouncement issued the 
that not only agreement should bé studied but differences, this 
did not mean that, as the Archbishop of Canterbury suggests, 
points of agreement should be ignored. On the contrary, it has 
always been the policy of Rome to mect national and even 
personal divergencies in order that grace and truth should be 
ministered to all sorts and conditions of men. but the wish for 
conciliation must not cloud the sad fact of schism: we would 
not further the cause of unity by slipping into the pretence that 
it is now as good as attained. 
The Archbishop mentions Papal jurisdiction ; but this does 
not mean interference with diocesan jurisdiction. ... To tell the 
truth, the holy see leaves enormous responsibility with a 
and the conception of jurisdiction when practically apphed . 
comes to look at the Vatican much as it does at Lambeth. 


SLAMMING THE Door ? 


It hardly looks as though the Roman Church was to be put to 
the trouble of doing this, “Speaking of Church union at the 
meeting of the British Council of Churches last week in Carditt,’’ 
the Church Times (April 28) reports, * the Arehbishop of Canter- 
bury stated: * We are far nearer than we were twenty years ago, 
except with Rome, from whom we are. as far apart as we were 
twenty, fifty, or even three hundred years ago.” There ts a sense 
in which the accuracy. of this statement can be defended ; vet 
it does less than justice to recent developments which have 
attorded evidence of a-real desire for reumon, not-only on the 
part of Anglicans, but also on the part of English Romanists. 
Sweeping statements of this kind can do grievous harm to the 
cause of mutual understanding. The members of Protestant 
bodies, who formed the majority of Dr. Fisher's audience, may 
well have received an entire ‘ly erroneous Impression of the concern 
that is felt by thousands of Churchmen for better and closer 
relations with their Roman Catholic brethren. The incident 
bears out our previous judgement that the highest. ecclesiastical 
authorities in England, both on the Roman and the Anglican 
sides, form the section which is least anxious for a rapproche- 
ment.” 


Communications for the Editor and Annual Subscriptions to 
Faith and Unity, which may commence at any. time (minimum 
subscription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Brad Beckenham, Kent, England. 
Keceipts for amounts under ten shillings will be enclosed with the 
next issue after the subscription has been received. 
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